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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In December of 201,8.,200 anglers that had purchased a 2016 Tro®amon Stamp

were randomly selected to participate in a mixetbde survey to allow the Fisheries

{ SOGA2Yy G2 3SG 06SGOSNI dzyRSNARUGFYRAY3 2F LYR
were either mailed a hard copy of the questionnaire or received an emthilalink to
websiteasking thento complete the survey.

A total of 380 anglers return questionnaires resulting in an overall response rate of
29.9%

Anglers responding to the survey indicated they had a median age of 50.0 yelars a
were predominately ma (9246)

Thirty-two percent (320) of the anglers specifically fished for trout or salmon each of
the last five years. However, ov@1%o0f these anglers said they had not fished at all for
trout or salmon during the same time period.

Only a handful of ta anglers belonged to a trout or salmon fistpiconservation
organization (860)

Most anglers (87%) indicated that they had reliable internet access at home and
preferred to receive information regarding the trout/salmon program via email.

Of all theanglers that responded to the survey (n = 380), 34.5% were identified as Lake
Michigan anglers compared to 30.8% being inland trout anglers. The remaining 34.7%
O2dzZ R y20 060S O2yFARSyGfeé ARSYUAFASR 2NJ RAR

When looking tionly responses of anglers that fished for trout or salmon in 2818
and36%were identified as Lake Michigan and inland anglers, respectively. Twenty
three percent (2%6) of the anglers could not be confidently identified as one or the
other.

Inland and Lake Michigan trout and salmon anglessre similarin regards to age, sex,
awareness of DFW fishing events, home internet access, and preferred mode of
communication Anglers from both groups were males (>85%) and approximately 50
years oldMost angles (>70%) were not aware of DFW fishing events, had reliable



internet access in their homes (>80%), and preferred to receive trout and salmon
LINEIANFY AYF2NNIGA2Y @A SYFAf o0dY9o0m>0 2NJ (K

Lake Michigan anglers fished more often foruror salmon in the last five years than
did inland anglers. Fortffve percent(45%)of the Lake Michigan anglers fished 5 out of
the last 5 years compared to 34% of the inland anglBngenty-eight percent (28%) of
the inland anglers and 16% ofetakeMichigananglers fished for trout or salmon only
1 of the last 5 years. Similarly kKeaMichigan anglers fished fonout and salmon twice
as many days in 2016 as did inland anglers (mediandayi®and median =days,
respectively).

Inland anglers indated that they spent the largest amount of their fishing time in 2016
fishing for percids (median = 40%). Lake Michigan anglers said they spent most of their
time fishing for trout or salmon (median = 30%) and percids (median = 30%).

Of the trout orsalmon species avalble to Lake Michigan anglerapst of these anglers
spent the largest percentage of their time fishing for winten steelhead(median =
33%) followed by Coho Salmon (median = 30%)Skasinania steelheagnedian =
30%).

The St. JosdpRiver was the tributarythat Lake Michigan trout and salmon anglers
spent most of their time fishing (median = 100%) followed by Trail Creek (median =
50%). Deep River was the received the least amount of pressure from Lake Michigan
anglers (median = 33%

Thirty-seven percent (37%) of the Lake Michigan trout and salmon anglers indicated
they would like to see Coho Salmon increased in the stocking program. Lake Trout (5%)
were the least preferred species to see increasgdtyfive percent (64.9%) of th

inland anglers preferred to catch Rainbow Trout.

Thirty-one percent (31%) to 52% of Lake Michigan boat, shore, and tributary anglers
indicated that they had fished for trout or salmon 5 of the last 5 ye@nare anglers

appeared to have fished lessthe last 5 years compared to boat and tributary anglers.

Lake Michiganributary anglers fished more days (median = 10 days) for trout and
salmonin 2016than did boat (median = 7 days) sinore anglers (median6-days).

Lake Michigan boat and shore anglers spent the largest percentage of their time fishing
for Coho Salmon (median = 40% and median = 50%, respectively). Tributary anglers



spent more of their time fishing for winteun steelhead(median = 50%) than any other
trout or salmon species.

Species peferencediffered among_ake Michigan boat, shore, @ributary anglers
Similar to the percentages of time they spent fishing for different species, boat and
shore anglers clearly preferrg@ioho Salmon (50% and%2espectively), whereas
tributary anglers chse winterrun steelhead(38%)

Inland anglers from Management District 1 spent more days (median = 12 days) fishing
for trout or salmon in 2016 than anglers from other Districts. Anglers from Districts 5
and 6spent the fewest number of days fishing for salmonids (median = 3 days).

Anglers from Districts b spent a greater percentage of their time targeting Rainbow
Trout than Brown Trout. District 6 anglers fishedBoown Trout and Rainbow Trout
about the sme amount of time (median = 50%).

District 4 anglers indicated a greater preference for catch Brown Trout (52%) than
Rainbow Trout (48%). Preference for Rainbow Trout (56%) was slightly higher than that
of Brown Trout (45%) in District 5. Anglers fromtiits 1-3 clearly preferred to catch
Rainbow Trout (100%, 75%, and 71% for District 1, District 2, and District 3,
respectively).

The Fisheries Section should send emails to trout and salmon anglers to disseminate
program information dealing with fishg opportunities angtocking events. The emails
shouldbe targeted to anglers in specific management districts. It should also be noted
that Lake Michigan shore anglers indicated high preference for receiving information via
traditional newspapers. To efttively reach all constituents, the Sectisimouldconsider
posting notices in local papers when the information is pertinent to this group of

anglers

Efforts to promote family trout fishing events may be better spent targeting newly
recruited anglersSurvey results show that very few trout and salmon anglers attended
these events even when they knew about them. New recruits would likely benefit more
from the structure and assistance offered at these events than would traditional trout
and salmon angler

More deliberate marketing of trout opportunities could help increase license sales and
create more consistent anglerslany anglers indicated they fished only one or two



years out of the last fiveDverall, only about one third of the trout and salmon anglers
surveyed fished for specifically for trout or salmon each of the last five years.

The Fisheries Section should consider the addition of Brown Trout fishing opportunities
in Districts 4 and Sstead of increasing, or at the expense of, Rainbow Trout stockings.
Inland anglers from District 4 preferred to catch Brown Trout more than Rainbow Trout.
Although anglers from Districtghowed preference for Rainbow Trout, the difference
was only 8 perentage points between the two species.

The Fisheries Section should continue efforts to expand Coho Salmon opportunities. The
survey results show strong support for Coho Salmon by Lake Michigan anglers as a
whole and among Lake Michigan boat and shemglers.

Lake Michigan anglers in general, as well as boat and shore anglers, fished most often
for Skamania and preferred Skamania over wimter steelhead. Conversely, tributary
anglers fished most often for and indicated a greater preference wintersteelhead.
TheFisheries Section should address thendedby promoting steelheadishing
opportunitiesand educational efforts

The implementation of a smadicaleangler surveys holds great potential for obtaining
timely information from Indiana angts. Similain-house surveyshould be conducted
in the future to address the needs and concerns of the angling community.
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INTRODUCTION

¢CNRBdzi KIF @S 06SSy 'y MWLYE NIYHking sind2 B whéh LYy RA |
the state firststocked these fish. Aftehe construction of Curtis Creek State Fish Hatclrery
1956 trout have been reared and stocked in Indiana on an annual basis. Currently, trout can be
foundin24ol Y RAI Y I Qa4 dH O2dzyiASad azald 2F GKSasS I
glacial lakes regions, however, stockings have spread throughout the statréase access to
these fish

In addition to inland troutppportunities to capture trout and $@on also exist o Lake
Michigan and its tributaries. In the mtB60s Chinook and Coho Salmon were introduced into
the Great Lakes. Coho Salmon werst fitocked by Indiana in 1970. In additionLiake
Michigan, these two species are available to argjiarTrail Creek and the Little Calumet River
system. Coh&almonare also stocked in the St. Joseph Ri%eelhead stockings also begin in
the 1960s and 1970s. Since the 1980s a relatively consistent annual stocking of 1.4 million
winter-run and summerun steelhead has taken place on the St. Joseph River, Trail Creek, and
the Little Calumet River system.

These stockings have led to the development of a popular program that results in the
sale of approximately 25,000 trout/salmon stamps annually dhaima. This equates to roughly
P2 2F LYRAFYFQ& fAOSYyaSR | y3t SNEn2ENSDKOhIAAY I |
23,070) of those stamps wesmld to Indiana residents and nearly half of those (48%, n
11,129 were purchased bwynglers from sheries Management District 1.

Angler preferencdor trout and salmon has been relatively consistent over the last 30
@SFENE® LY (GKS wmopyt adlFriSéeARS ftA0SyaSR " y3f SNJ
most preferred species to fish for foll@R 6 &  (HLT) and Steélbead (1'5. Anglers
identified as Lake Michigan anglers preferred steelhead (primarily Skamania) thers&laian
and Chinoolsalmon Inland trout anglers preferred Rainbow Trout over BroWwaut (Shipman
1987). Similato 1987, anglers in 1994 ranked Rainbow Trout,1@oho Salmon 14 Chinook
Salmon 18, and steelhead 16in terms of preferenceWhen asked which species they actually
fished for most often, anglers ranked Rainbow Trout, steelhead, Galnon and Chinok
Salmonas 11", 12", 14", and 17", respectively (Shipman 1994). Ten years ldtey” 3 fviedB Q
of trout seemed to drop slightly. In the 2005 statewide angler survey preference for Rainbow
Trout dropped to 18, steelhead to 1%, Lake Trout ranked 18 and Coho and Chinook
preference was at 20and 2F, respectively. Despite this decline in preference for salmonid
species, anglers indicated they stilled fished for them about as often as they did in 1994
Steelhead ranked #2again and tied with Gw Salmonand Chinooksalmonincreased three
ranks to 14'. Rainbow Trout however fell to T9Brown Trout were the #5most often fished
for species ir2005 and Lake Trout ranked law21% (Broussad and Haley 2005). Finally,
results ofthe recentlycompleted 2018ndianastatewidelicensed angler survey showed anglers
fishing most ofterfishedfor Rainbow Trout/steelhead (1, followed by Coho Salmon (1%
ChinookSalmon(15"), Lake Trout (29, and Brown Trout (22; Responsive Management
2017).

Although trout and salmon are not the primary species preferred or sought after by
LYRAFYFQa Fy3ftSNAX (KSasS aLlSOASa LINRPPGARS RAGS
Hoosiers. In the past, there has been little effort made to understamigtoup of Indiana



anglers and the impact they have on fishing in the state. The 2005 statewide licensed angler
survey sampled 1,200 trout/salmon stamp holders in addition to the 1,200 sampled from each
management district. Whilé NB dzi g & | frefegegceslayddpindonsivere LJ
documentedalong with the other anglers, 2 |j dzSaGA2ya NBIFNRAYy3I LYRAL
program were specifically tartgd to this group Additionally, their responses were not
analyzed independent of thetleer anglers thaparticipated.

The 2016 Trouand Salmon Survey was initiated to gain a better understanding of how
much effort anglersvere expending on trouandsalmon relative to other speciesmdmeasure
anglerpreferences pertaining to species targeteahd stocled. To address these information
needs, analyses were conducted on the trout and salmon anglers as a whole, inland versus Lake
Michigan anglers, Lake Michigan anglers identifying as boat, shore, or tributary anglers, and
comparing the responses of inland troamglers across fisheries management districts.
| RRAGAZ2Y I ff @3 (KKA2adzZaSdgNIASRE Ssdlat dR20ySS aKAS/ adt FF Q3
smallscale surveys in the future.

METHODOLOGY

Inthe 2005Indiana satewide licensed angler surve$,200 licesed anglers were
NI yR2Yt & aStSOGSR FNRBY SIOK 2F (GKS CAaAaKSNASa
1,200 anglers that had purchased an Indiana Trout/Salmon stamp were also randomly selected
to receive the statewide survey. It was decided in 28d6onduct a trout & salmon survey
independent of the statewide survey in order to ask more specific questions to trout and
salmon anglers.

Approximately25,000 trout/salmonstampswere sold in 2016The sample 01,200
anglers selected to receive the 2016 Indiana Trout & Salmon Surveyrawas proporionally
to the number of trout/salmorstamps sold in eaclisheries managementistrict. An additional
120 and72 trout/salmon stampsvere randomly drawn from anglers frolinois and other
states (primarily Ohio and Michigan), respectively. These too were drawn proportional to the
number of stamps sold in Illinois and all other states combined.

To help control costs, and evaluate the effectiveness of an online survays\ers
traditional mail survey, each district sample was further stratified by contact metBuodrall,
approximately60% ofthe trout/salmon stamp holderbad an email associated with their
name.Therefore, 60% of the anglers randomly selected from eadhigas well as from
lllinois and other statesyould be asked to complete an online version of the questionnaire.
The remaining 40% of the sample from each distaaid Illinois and other statesyould be
mailed a hard copy of the questionnaire.

Trout'salmon stamp purchases from Fisheries Manageni@sitrict 6 represented only
1% of sample which resulted in a sample size of 10 an@arslarly District 5 wasonly 4% of
the sampleandthat equated to 40 anglersConsequently, to ensure the return afrea®nable
number of validquestionnaires, bth D5 and D6 samples were increased to 100 anglerghEor
analysis between Inland and Lake Michigan anglers, 10 and 40 valid questionnaires were
randomly seleted for D6 and D5, respectively, keep the rasultsrepresentative of the true



population of anglers. All angler responses were included in the breakdovisheyies
management district.

The20-question surveywas designed bthe fisheries staffAnglers were asked about
the number of years and dayhey fished for trout/salmon, how often they fished certain
waters, species preference, awareness of DFW trout program activities, and demographics.
fisheries staffilsoconstructed a website and hosted the pagenatw.indianaangler.sit®n
serve space at HostGator.conThe server spaced wdsnated by an angler to assist with
implementation of the online portion of the surveyhd hard copy version mailed to anglers
was afull-color 4page booklet.

Initial invitations to participate in the survey were mailed or emailédllowup
reminders were sento non-respondents one, two, and four e&s after the original
solicitation The first hardcopy mailing packet contained ettier explaining the purpose of the
survey and asking the angler for their help with the project. Each angler was randomly assigned
an identification (ID) number to facilitate folleup reminders and confirm the survey had been
completed. This ID numberas included in the letter as well as printed on the questionnaire.

In the letter, anglers were given the opportunity to complete the survey online at
www.indianaangler.sitand instructed how to do so. Thegeet also included a copy of the
guestionnaire.The email invitation was similar to the mailed letter but anglers were instead
asked to link tovww.indianaangler.sit@nd complete the surveyrostcard followup reminders
were mailed to anglers without email addresses. Similar to the original letter, postcard and
email reminders wer@early identical content.

The final mailing included another letter and copy of the questionnaire. Likewise, the
last email remindr reiterated the importance of the survey and each anglgarticipation.
Additionally, both of these correspondences told the angler that if their questionnaire was not
returned within the next weekhey would no longer have the opportunity to partiaie.

Hard copy questionnaires were returned to DFWajmstage paid return envelope
included in the packetn order to complete the survey onlinthe angle&a @hique ID number
needed to be entered in order for results to be includ€xhline survey responses were
automatically stored in a MySQL database. This was exported to an Excel spreadsheet
periodically. Returned hard copy surveys were keyed into Excel spreadsheet and later merged
with the online response$kesults that did noticlude a valid ID number were removed from
the database and not used in analysis. Likewise, if duplicate IDs were present, the ID with the
most complete response was saved and the other(s) were deleted.

Analyses for this study would compare the resulttof RA I y I Q&4 (G NRdzikal f Y2
between inland and ake Michigan anglers, fish management districts, bakle Michigan
anglers identifying as boat, shore or tributary anglers.

To categorize anglers as either inland or Lake Michigan anglers, the percehtage the
anglers spent fishingigif YR gl 0 SNE F2NJ GNRdzikal f Y2y 461 a RS
responses, and then calculated the percentile for each of those anglers over the range of those
percentages. Inland anglers spent more time fishinglamishwaters so they ranked higher in
the percentiles. The absolute number of days anglers fished in inland waters was then
calculated. This was done by subtracting the number of days spent Lake Michigan fishing from
number of days spent inland fishing &dbute number of days = inland daytake Michigan
days). Therefore, anglers fishing more in Lake Michigan waters would have a negative number
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of days fished. Anglers fishing more in inland waters would have a positive number of days
fished. The perceiie for each of those anglers' absolute number of days fished was then
calculated. The two percentiles were plotted against each other with Percentile (abs # days
fished) on the »axis and Percentile (% time fished inland) on tkexis. A diagonal wasaiwn
across the 100 percentiles and anglers that fall above and toigheof the diagonal would be
inland anglers and those falling below and to the left of the diagonal would be Lake Michigan
anglers (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Plot of the percentile of percent of time anglers spent fishing inland against the
percentile of the absolute number of days fished in inland waters. Points above the diagc
are inland anglers. Anglers below the diagonal are Lake Michigarrsingle

The KruskalWallis rank sum test was used to test for differences between medians as well
|.

as the distribution of responses to ordinal data.dzy' y Qa4 ¢ Said 41 & dzaSR
multiple comparisons analysis where approprididisquare Tests of Independence were used
to identify differences tanominalcategorical responses. The significance level was set to p =
0.05.

The initial mailing ofhe survey took place owednesday December 21, 2016. Eight days
later (Thursday December 29, 201&hglers were sent either a postcard reminder or a second
email seeking their participationApproximately two weeks after the second mailiog,
Tuesdaylanuary 17, 201 The third and final contact was initiated.

w
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Intotal, 1,350 questionnaires were mailed (n = 524) or emailed (n = 826) to trout and
salmon anglers. Thirtgight (38) survey packets were returned due to invalid addresses and
another 40 emasd were bounced back. This resulted in a corrected sample size of 1,272 anglers.
The overall response rate was 29.9% (n = 380). Response by fisheries management district is
displayed in Table 1. Response to the online survey was slightly better tharf thatmailed
survey.

Table 1. 2016 Indiana Trout & Salmon Survey response by Fisheries Management

District

District Email Mail Total (% response/District)
1 52 50 102 (21.1%)

2 40 27 67 (30.2%)

3 28 21 49 (37.4%)

4 22 19 41 (33.9%)

5 25 15 40 (40.0%)

6 19 16 35 (35.0%)

oos(w/IL) 25 21 46 (24.0%)



GENERAL RESULTS

T 146G GKS GAYS 2F GKAa adz2N®Se>x NRdAzAKE & p dp:
anglers purchased a Trout/Salmon Stamp. Revenue generated from the stamp sales was
$253,770.When brokendown by license typand including the federal matcihe total
license revenue generated Iydianatrout and salmoranglers wa$890,848($356,339
to the Division of Fish and Wildlife; Table 2)

Table 2 Estimated license revenue generated by Indiana trout and salmon anglers as of December 2016.

License Cost No. Licenses| License Sales| Federal Match| Total Income
1-Day $9.00 669 $6,02100 $6,02100 $12,042.00
Annual Fish $17.00 | 18,088 $317,90000| $168,30000 $486,200.00
Hunt/Fish Combo | $25.00 3,738 $93,45000 $33,64200 $127,092.00
Senior Fish Life $17.00 346 $5,88200 $3,114.00 $8,996.00
Vol. SenioAnn. Fish| $3.00 21 $63.00 $189.00 $252.00
Senior Ann. Fish $3.00 208 $62400 $1,87200 $2,496.00
Trout/Salmon $11.00 23,073
Stamp $253,770.00 $253,770.00
TOTAL $890,84800
40% allocation adjustment $356,339.00

0



1 In the northernDistricts, the impact of the trout and salmg@mogram is more
pronounce due to thgreater number of trout and salmasnglers concentrated in
those areas and more opportunities to capture these species. Most of the trout and
salmon anglers were from Fisheries Management District 1 (33.0%, n = 102) and the
percentage of anglers from each district decreased as distanoe lfeke Michigan
increasedFigure 2)
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Figure 2. Relative frequency (%) of Indiana trout and salmon angler residency by
Fisheries Management District where D1 = Fisheries Management District 1, D2 =
Fisheries Management District 2, D3 = Fisheries ManageDistrict 3, D4 = Fisheries
Management District 4, D5 = Fisheries Management District 5, and D6 = Fisheries
Management District 6.



1 Over 30% (32.0%, n = 99) of the trout/salmon anglers indicated that they festeddof
the last 5 years for trout or salmon in Indiana. However, 21.4% (n = 66) indicated they
had not fished for trout or salmon at all dog the last 5 year@igure 3)
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Figure 3. Relative frequency (%) of trout and salmon angler response taidiséan,
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Days Fished

Indiana anglers who purchased a trous&mon stamp specifically targeted these
species a median of 6 days in 2016 (KB0¢ 20.0, n = 243Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Median number of days of Indiana trout and salmon anglers specifically
targeted trout and salmon in 2016.

T

Indiana trout and salmoanglers indicated that in 2016 they spent highest percentage
of their time fishing for percids (median = 31.5%, IQR =4d5@0, n = 175) and bass
(median = 25.0%, IQR = 1@.60.0, n = 170). Trout and salmon and panfish both



received 20% of the angl@rQ G A Y S & ¢ 5010, \»nw 75TandMQRE/8.82.0, n =
109, respectively)Esocids received the least amount of time from trout and salmon
anglers in 2016 (median = 10.0R®& 5.G; 15.0, n = 41Figure 5.

o In comparison, anglers who responded ket2016 Indiana Licensed Angler
survey indicated they fished most often for sunfish (any kind, 80.4%), bass (any
kind, 72.6%), catfish (any kind, 32.9%), percids (Walleye and Sauger combined,
11.8%) trout/salmon (Rainbow Troutieselhead, Coho Salmon, @bbk Salmon,
Brown Trout, and Lake Trout combined, 11.@%d lastly, esocids (Muskellunge
and Northern Pike combined, 4.1Responsive Management 2017
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Figure 5. Median percent of time Indiatraut and salmon anglers (n = 309) angler
spent fishing for each species group in 2016. Species groups with similar letters
denote no significant difference.



1 Overall, anglers indicated that they spent the lowpstcentage of their time fishing for
trout and salmon in Lake Michigan tributaries (median = 50.0%, IQR € 200D, n =
97). Anglers spent similar percentages of time fishing inland streams (median = 82.5%,
IQR = 2@ 100.0, n = 80) and Lake Michigame@dian = 90.0%, IQR = 5@.200.0, n = 97
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Figure 6. Median percent of time that Indiana trout and salmon anglers (n =309) s

fishing at inland lakes (InLakes; inland lakes, ponds, pits, and reservoirs), inland streams
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71 Indiana trout and salmon anglers were predomingitelale (91.7%, n 275; Figurer).
Compared to the 2016 licensed angler survey, trand salmon anglers weraore
likely to be males. Eightive percent (85%) of the anglers responding to the statewide
survey were malefResponsive Management 2017)
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Figure 7. Relative frequency (%) of sex of Indiana trout and salmon anglers (n = 3



The median age of the#out and salmoranglers was 50.0 years old (IQR = 8%8.0, n

= 00; Figure), making therrslightly® 2 dzy 3SNJ G4 Ky LYRAFYIl Qa 3
Most anglers (23%) ifné 2016 statewide anglesurvey saidliey were 5564 years old.
Another 21% of those anglers indicated ages between 45 and 54 yespdnsive
Management 201).
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Figure 8. Median age of Indiana trout and salmon anglers.



1 Only7.6% (n=23)afyY RALF YI Q& (GNRdzikal Y2y Fy3afSNE o6
conservation organizatio(Figure 9.
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days (72.2%, n = 216; Figure.10f the 27% (27.8%, n = 83) that were aware of these
days,very few (4.0%, n = @)ad attended one of the events (Figure )11
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Figure 10. Relative frequency (%) of Indiana trout and salmon angler response (n =
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1 Nearly 90% (87.2%, n = 258) of the respondents had reliable intaccess in their
home (Figure 1R
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Figure 12. Relativieequency (%) of Indiana trout and salmon angler response (n = .
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1 Trout and salmon anglemeferred to receive information from the DF\&electronic
sources Twentynine percent (29.2%, n = 222) of the anglers said that email was the
best way to communicate trout and salmon program information to them. The DFW
website (24.6%, n = 187) was their second choice followed by Facebook (13-@%) n
and the nevepaper (11.7%, n = 89; Figure.13
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Figure 13. Relative frequency (%) of Indiana trout and salmon angler response (n =
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INLAND vs. LAKE MICHIGAN ANGLERS

1 Trout anglers fishing inland and Lake Michigan wateese similar in regards to age and
sex.The median agef inland trout anglers waslightly younger at 49.0 years compared
to 50.0 years for Lake Michigan anglers (Figlde
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Figure 14. Median age of inland anglers (n = 116) and Lake Michigan (n = 125) ar



1 Over 90%of the anglers from both groups were mgleigurels).

L]
O
B |NLAND
O LKMI
o |
oo
X2 = 0.002
dfi=1
[ p=10
O]
[
@
o
LIk
T
Q
o
i
o - e
Male Female
Sex

Figure 15. Relative frequency (%) of sex by angler type (inland, n = 115 and Lake
Michigan, n = 125).
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1 Anglers from Fisheries Management Distrigts were significantlymore likely to be

inlandangle's ¢ = 66.8, df = 5, p < 0.001Anglers from Districts 1 andw&ere primarily
Lake Michigamanglers(Figurel6).
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Figure 16. Relative frequency (%) of residency by angler type (inland anglers, n = 117
Lake Michigan anglers, n = 127) where D1 = Fisheries Management District 1, D2 =
Fisheries Management District 2, D3 = Fisheriesdgament District 3, D4 = Fisheries
Management District 4, D5 = Fisheries Management District 5, and D6 = Fisheries
Management District 6.
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1 The majority of anglers from both groups did not belong to ariglur conservation
organizationOnly 10.3% (n = )2finland anglers and 7.2% (n ¥19%ke Michigan
anglers indicated they were members of a fishiaumservationgroup (Figure 17.
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1 Inland angler$30.4%, n = 34ndicatedthey had more knowledge of DFW trout fishing

events than Lake Michigan anglégsl.2%, n = 30 Aboutr £’z

guestion(Figurel3).
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1 Of those anglers that were a#e of these events, less tha®dof the anglers from
either group attended an evenE{gurel9).
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Figure 19. Relativieequency (%) by angler type (inland anglers, n = 92 and Lake Michi
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1 The majority oinland and Lake Michigan anglers indicatkdt they had réiable
internet access at homd-{gure20).
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Figure 20. Relative frequency (%) by angler type (inland anglers, n = 113 and Lake M
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1 Nearly 30% of all anglers indicated the preferred to communicétie tive Division via

email (29.1%, n = 83 for inland and 30.3%, n =f@Ollake Michigan anglers,
respectively) followed closely by using the DFW wel{@6e0%, n = 74 and 24.9%, n =

83for inland and Lake Michigan anglers, respectivélyiglers for both groups also

indicated that Twitter was the least preferred methodasfmmunication(Figure 2
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1 The number of years an angler fished for trout dmsan in the last five years was
significantly different between the two grou# = 4.0, df = 5, p = 0.03)Vhile more than
34% of the anglers from both groups indicated they fish for trausamon five out of
the last five years, more inland anglers indicatedytfished less often than ka
Michigan anglers. Fortfive percent 44.9%, n = 57of Lake Michigan anglers fished all
five years compared to only 34.2% (n 3 dDtheinland angles. Conversely, 28.2% (n =
33) of the inland anglers only fished one out of the last five yeargrdoit or salmon
compared to 15.7% (n = p0f the Lake Michigan anglefiSigure 22.
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1 Lake Michigan anglers alspent significantly more days in 2016 targeting trout or
salmon than inland anglers (Figi28). The median number of days Lake Michigan
anglers fished for trout or salmon was 1QIQR = 4.@ 20.0, n = 11compared to only
5days (IQR =26€12.0, n =127) for inland anglers.
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Figure 23. Median number of days inland anglers (n = 116) and Lake Michigan anglet
127) spent specifically targeting trout or salmon in Indiana.



i Inlandangles spend the majority of their time fishing for percids (median = 40.0%, IQR & 20.0
60.0 n = 76) followed by bass (median = 25.0%, IQR =BDM n = 99), panfish
(median = 25.0%, IQR = 1Q@.86.3 n = 54) and catfish (median = 20.0%, IQR.&cL0
31.5, n = 55). Trout/Salmgmedian = 10.0%, IQR = §.85.0, n = 124) and esocids
(median = 9.0%, IQR =5.Q7.5, n = 16) were the leasbught after species (Figure)24
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Figure 24. Median percent of time inland (n = 117) anglers spent fishimgch species
group in 2016. Species with similar letters denote no significant difference.



1 Lake Michigan anglers indicated that they fished most oftertrtart/salmon (median =
30%, IQR =1@.80.0, n = 142) and percids (median = 30.0%, IQR T 50.0, n = 92)
followed by bass (median = 25.0%, IQR = ¢®0.0, n = 90). The median amount of
time fishing for panfish, catfish and esocidasasignificanyl less (Figure 25
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Figure 25. Median percent of time Lake Michigan (n = 127) anglers spent fishing for e
species group in 2016. Species with similar letters denote no significant difference.



1 Lake Michigan anglers were asked to indicate what percentage of their time they spent
fishing for six different species in Lake Michigan and its tributaries in @dére 2.
Anglers indicated that most of their time was spent fishing for whnter steelhead
(median = 33.0%, IQR28.0¢ 50.0, n = 66) followedy Coho Skmon (median = 30.0%,

IQR = 20.@ 50.0, n = 102)summerrun steelhead (median = 30.0%, IQR = 2(0.0,n
= 89), Chinook Salmon éaian = 27.5%, IQR = 2@.@3.8 n = 76), Brown Trout (median
= 20.0%, IQR 7.5¢ 30.0, n = 49) and Lakeolt (median = 20.0%, IQR = 14.85.0, n =

41).
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Figure 26Median percent of time Lake Michigan (n = 127) anglers spent fishing for Br
Trout (BNT), Chinook Salmon (CHS), Coho Salmon (COS), Lake Trout (LKFusummer
Skamania steelhead (SRRBT) and winiersteelhead (WRRBT) in Lake Michigan or its
tributaries in 2016. Species with similar letters denote no significant difference.



1 The St. Joseph River (median = 100.0%, IQR € &0@O0O, n = 43) received significantly
more effort by Lake Michigan anglers than otlwputaries. Anglers spent 50% (IQR =
22.5¢ 100.0, n = 53) of their time fishing Trail Creek. Salt Creek (median = 33.3%, IQR =
20.0¢ 50.0, n = 29) and Deep River (median = 33.0, IQR £ 8P.D, n = 9) received the
least amount of effort (Figure 297
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Figure 27. Median percent of time Lake Michigan (n = 127) anglers spent fishing at Dt

River (DEEP R), Little Calumet River/Burns Ditch (LCAL R), Salt Creek (SALT C), St, Joseph
River (SJOE R), Trail Creek (TRAIL ©Othed(OTHER) in 2016. Areas with similar letters
denote no significant difference.



1 Lake Michigan anglers the greatest preference for Coho salmon (37.6%, n = 39) and
summerrun steelhead29.0%, n = 27) as species they would most want to see
increasedFigure 28)Lake Trout (5.4%, n = 5) and brown trout (8.6%, n = =8) were the

species Lake Michigan anglers least preferred
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17 1

nland anglers indicated a greater preference for Rainbow Trout than Brown Trout.

Nearly 65% (64.9%, n = 73) of the inland anglers selected Raifrootvcompared to
only 35% (35.1%, n = 39) choosing Brown Trout as their most preferred species to catch
(Figure 29).
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29. Relative frequency (%) of inland angler response (n = 111) to the question.
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1 Anglers thatwvere identified as Lake Michigan anglé@rsdiana residentsyere further
categorized into Lake Michigan boat anglers, Lake Michigan shore aagtetske
Michigan tributary anglersThis resulted i®8 number of anglers for this analygisake
Michiganboat anglers = 389.4%;Lake Michigan shore anglers = 16.2%and Lake
Michigan tributaryanglers = 4444.4%. From this point forward, these anglers will be
referred to as bog shore, and tributary anglers

1 Medianages ranged from 49 to 5&arswith shore anglergmedian = 56.0, IQR = 4%3
59.0, n = 1pbeing slightly older and boatnglers being the youngesnédian = 49.0 IQR
=40.0¢59.0, n = 38X = 0.8 df =2, p = 0.7. Tributaryanglers median age was 51.0
years (IQR 37.8¢ 58.0, n = 44Figure 3.
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Figure 30. Median age of Lake Michigan boat (n = 38), shore (n = 16) and tributary (n = 44)
anglers.



1 Thevastmajority of anglers from athree groups were ma (*=0.9,df =2, p=0.6

Figure31).
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Figure 31. Sex of Lake Michigan boat (n = 38), shore (n = 16) and tributary anglers (n = 44)
anglers.
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1 Although no significant differences were detected, substantially more District 2 anglers
fished tributaries than from a boat or the shore. Similarly, people from District 1 were
more likely to be boabr shoreanglers ¥* = 2.5, df = 2, p = Q.Figure32).
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Figure 32. Relative frequency (%) of residency by Lake Michigan angler type (boat, n = 39;
n = 16; and tributary, n = 43) where D1 = Fisheries Management District 1, D2 = Fisheries
Management District 2, D3 = Fisheries Management Distrid#3; Fisheries Management
District 4, D5 = Fisheries Management District 5 and D6 = Fisheries Management District 6.
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1 Boat anglers were also more apt to belong to a fishing or conservation organization

(Figure33). While only 12.8% (n 3 bf boat anglers belonged to an organizationne
of the shore anglers and @.5%, n = Pof the tributary anglers were members of a

fishing/conservation group.
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events ¥ = 1.9 df = 2, p= 0.4 Figure34). However, 32.6% (n = Jdf tributary anglers
saidthey were aware of thse events compared to only 21.1% (n = 8) and%§8= 3)
of boat and shore anglers, respectively.
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1 Of those anglers who were aware of the trout events, only one angler from each group
indicated that they had attended a DFW trout eveXt £ 0.6 df = 2, p = 0.8; FiguB5).
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1 The majority of all anglers hadliable internet access at hon{® = 3.8, df=2,p=0,2
Figure36). At least 750 of the anglers indicated this was true. Shore anglers were less
likely to have internet access 2%.& Yy T
boat and 6.8% (n 3) of tributary anglers responding the same.
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1 Preferred communication method, however, was dependent on angler type 82.6,

df = 14, p = 0.003; Figug¥). Boat anglers selected email (36.3%, n = 41), DFW website

(30.1%, n = 34) and Faceboak .6%n = 13) as their most preferred modes of
communication. Tributary anglers preferred the same methods of camaation.

Shore anglergdicated that newspaper (28.8%, n = 1%) and email (28.8%, n = 15) were

iKS

11). Twitter was the least preferred method of communication among all three groups.
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1 More than a third of all anglers indicated that they had fislseécifically for trout or
salmoneach of the last five years. This measure of aviitynot differ significantly

between groupsX? = 1.3, df = 2, p = 0.Figure38). Forty-four percent 43.5%, n = 17)

of boat anglers and 52.3% (n 3)®f tributary anglers fished all of thev® previous

years compared to 31.3% (n ¥& the shore anglers. Shore anglers were more likely to
fish for trout or salmon two or three of the last 5 years than boat or tributary anglers.
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9 Tributary anglers had a higher median number of days fighestlian = 10.0, IQR = 50
22.0, n = 4%in 2016 for trout or salmonompared to shore (median = 6.0, IQR =@3.0
16.3, n= 1Hand boat anglers (median = 7.0, IQR0<30.0, n = 39Figure39). These
differences were small and not significaX € 2.6 df = 2, p = 0.3).
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Figure 39. Median number of days Lake Michigan boat (n = 39), shore (n = 16) and
tributary (n = 44) anglers spent specifically targeting trout or salmon in Indiana.



1 Lake Michigan boainglers indicatedhey spent the largest percentage of their time
fishing for percids (median = 384I1QR = 9.5 50.0, n = 29) followed by trout/salmon
(median = 27.% IQR = 8.8 91.3, n = 38) and bass (median = 29.00R = 10.9 50.0,
n = 38). Catfish (median = 1950IQR = 5.Q 23.8, n = 8) and esocids (median =%5.0
IQR = 4.5 12.5, n = 6) were the least sought after species gt lbmglers These
anglersspent 20% (IQR = 7¢835.0, n = 17) of their time fishing for panfisf € 11.0, df
=5, p = 0.05; Figure %0
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Figure 40. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan boat anglers (n = 39) spent fi
for bass, catfish, esocids, panfish, percids and trout/salm@0i®. Similar letters
denote no significant difference.



1 Shore anglers also spent the most time fishing for percids (median = 40.0%, IQR = 28.8
72.5, n = 10). However, these anglers spent twice as much time fishibhgdei(median
= 25.0%, 10.Q 45.0, n = 13) as they did trout/salmomédian =12.5%, IQR = 5@36.3,
n = 16). The amount of time Lake Michigan shore anglers spent fishiogtfish
(median = 20.0%, IQR = 1Q@.82.0 n = 7), esocids (mediar26.0%, IQR 5.0¢ 25.0, n =
3) and panfish (median = 15.0%, IQR = £3Q.5, n = 3) was similaxq(=8.4, df=5, p =

0.1; Figure 41
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Figure 41. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan shore anglers (n = 16) spent
fishing for bass, catfish, esocids, panfigarcids and trout/salmon in 2016.



1 Trout/salmon (median = 30.0%, IQR = 108D.0, n = 44) and bass (median = 30.0%, IQR
=20.0¢ 50.0, n = 27) are the species tributary anglers spent the highest percentage of
their time fishing for. These anglers fished for percids about 23% (medianh% 2R =
10.0¢ 50.0, n = 26) of the time followed by panfish (median = 10.0%, IQR¢#3.5, n
= 16), catfish (median = 10.0%, IQR =¢28.5, n = 9) and esoci@edian = 10.0, IQR =
5.0¢17.5,n =9¥* =181, df =5, p = 0.003; Figure)42
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Figure 42. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan tributary anglers (n = 44) spent f
for bass, catfish, esocids, panfish, percids and trout/salmon in 2016. Similar letters denote
no significant difference.



1 Coho Salmon (median = 40.0%, IQR =4830, n = 34) wathe species of
trout/salmon that Lake Michigan boat anglers spent most of the time fishin¢Figure
43). These anglers pursuéthinook Salmon next (mediar83.0%, IQR =520¢ 50.0, n =
23) followed bySkamania steelhead (median25.0% IQR = 2@ ¢ 40.0, n =22), Brown
Trout (median = 20.0%, IQR = 103B.0, n = 15and Lake Trout (median = 20.0%, IQR
=10.0¢ 5.0, n = 23X =20.9, df = 5, p < 0.001)Vinter-run steelhead were removed
from the analysis due to a small number of responses (median = 17.5%, IQR;= 11.3

23.8,n = 4).
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Figure 43. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan boat anglers (n = 39) spent fis
for Brown Trout (BNT), Chinook Salmon (CHS), Coho Salmon (COS), Lake Trout (LKT) and
Skamania steelhead (SRRBT) in 2016. Similar letters denote no significant difference



1 Lake Michigan shore anglers indicated that they spent most of their time fishing for
Coho Salmon (median = 50.0%, K®.5¢ 50.0, n = 13; Figure f4ollowed by
Skamania steelhead (mediar88.0%4 IQR = 25.Q 75.0, n = 9)Twenty percen(20%)of
AK2NB Fy3JftSNEQ GAYS 4 a aLXyso, n=Aavinteyr 3 F 2 NJ
run steelhead (IQR = 10¢310.0, n = 7) and Chinook Salmon (IQR £ 8®&0, n = 6).
Lake Trout were remoxkefrom the analysis due to a small number of responses (median
=20.04 IQRg 22.5¢ 32.5, n = 5). Differences in time spdishing for these species
were significant ¥ = 11.1, df = 5, p = 0.02) but a multiple comparison test did not
differentiate between species.
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Figure 44. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan shore anglers (n = 16) spent fist
for Brown Trout (BNT), Chinook Salmon (CHS), Coho Salmon (COS), Skamania steelhead
(SRRBT) and winteun steelhead (WRRBT) in 2016.



1 Anglers fishing Lake Michigan tributargsentmost of their time fishing folSkamania
steelhead (median §0.0%, IQR = 2.%057.5, n = 29)¢ = 257, df = 5, p =< 0.001; Figure
45). Winterrun steelhead (median = 438 IQR = 29.Q 77.5, n = 24) werthe second
most sought after species. Tributary anglers also spent 25% of their time searching for
Coho Salmon (IQR =1@.@0.0, n = 17) and Chinook Salmon (IQR =¢BM0, n = 14).
Brown Trout (median = 5%0 IQR = 2.Q 25.0, n = 7) were the leasbught after species.
Lake Trout were removed from the analysis due to a small number of responses (median

=22.5%, n = 2).
X =257
df=5 be c
100 — p <0.001 — —
| |
1 1
80 — | i
1
*GEJ |
© B0 ab ab |
o 1
o !
40 — a '
- 1 :
1 T 1
20 — : ! i
, ! 1
: 1
— T [
D —
T T T T T
BNT CHS cos SRRET WRRET

Figure 45. Median percentage of time Lake Michigan tributary anglers (n = 44) spent fish
for Brown Trout (BNT), Chinook Salmon (CHS), Coho Salmon (COS), Skamania steelhead
(SRRBT) and winteun steelhead (WRRBT) in 2016. Similar letters denote no significant
difference.



1 Stockingpreference was dependent on angler typé€ € 21.9, df = 8, p = 0.00bigure
46). Similar to effort expended for certain species, tributary anglers indicated a strong
preference for wintesrun and Skamania steelhead. Over 65% (66.7%, n)oRese
anglers indicated that they would want to see these species incre&sedhore anglers
and only two (5.%0) bat anglers selected wintaun geelhead. Conversely, 50% (n =
19) of boat anglers and 61.5% (n)s8ore anglers indicated preferenfm Coho
Salnon compared to only 19.1% (n ¥& tributary anglers. Anglers from all three
groups showed low interest in Brown Trout and Lake Trout stockings. However, shore
anglers exhibited slightlyhigher preference for Lake Trout than did the otlen
groups of anglers
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1 Median age of anglers differed significantly between fish managemistrict (€ =
11.5, df = 5, p = 0.04, Figuré)4Anglers from District 2 were noticeably younger
(median = 37 years, IQR = 24.590, n = 24 than all other anglers. District 6 anglers
were the oldest (median = 54.5 years, IQR = 4%3.0, n = 16)dilowed by anglers
from Districtl (median = 52.5 years, IQR = 499®.5, n = 10), District 4 (median = 52.5
years, IQR = 41@59.0, n = 24), District 5 (median = 49.5 years, IQR &7.8, n =
24) and District 3 (median = 48.0 years, IQR =d3@85, n = 30)Despite the
significant difference, the multiple comparison test did not differentiate between

Districts.
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Figure 47. Median age of inland trout/salmon anglers in Fisheries Management Dist
1(n=10),2(n=24),3(n=30),4(n=24),5(n=24) and 6 (n = 16).



1 The majority of anglerBom all Districts (greater than 90%) were mal¥s< 2.4, df = 5,
p = 0.8; Figurd8).
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Figure 48. Sex of inland anglers from Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2 (r
3(n=30),4(n=23),5(n=24)and6 (n =16).
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1 Atleast 78% of the anglers did not belong to a fishing or conservation organizstion (
5.4, df =5, p = 0.4; Figu4®).
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Figure 49. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n £1.8)232),
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 Anglersfrorb AdGNAOG& oX n YR p to@8fBng¥emss | 6 NB
Roughly 40% of the anglers from District 3 (40.0%, n = 12) and District 5 (39.1%, n = 9)
were aware of the DFW trout events. Tweimiyie percent (29.2%, n = 7) of District 4
anglers indicated the same. However, at least 60% ohalahglers were not aware of
these trout fishing opportunities€ = 7.4, df = 5, p = 0.2; FigLs6).
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Figure 50. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n =9), 2 (n:
(Nn=30),4(n=24),5(n=23)and6 (n=16)forda8 @ G A2y >~ &! NB &2dz I 6 NB 27F
of Fish and Wildlife trout fishing events such as the family trout fishing days at Morches

Park (Columbia City), Schoaff Park (Fort Wayne), Pinhook Park (South Bend) and Maple
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1 More anglers from District 3 and District 5 attesd one of those eventsHowever, @er
85% of all anglers, if aware of the events, did not attend oie (7.4, df =5, p = 0.2;

Figure51).
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Figure 51. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n=9), 2 (n:
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1 Although notsignificantly differentX? = 10.5, df = 5, p = 0.06; Fig&®, more anglers
FNRY S5AaGNAOCGA o nZ p
program. At least 62% of anglers from those Districts knew where to obtain information
compared to only 40.0% (n = 4) of District 1 anglers and 4 74.0) of District 2
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Figure 52. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2 (n
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T ¢KSNE ¢l & O2yaARSNIOGES GFENRFGA2Yy NBEII NRAY3
May in addition to the trout stocked prior to opening day (Figb®e Despite these
variations however, no significant differences were detect¢d=(10.3, df = 5, p = 0.p7
Anglers in District 3 (65.5%, n = 19) and District 5 (50.0%, n = 11) were more aware of
these stockings than anglers from other Districts. Eightyqrer@0.0%n = 80) of
District 1 anglers were unawadd these six stockings.

X=10.2 H D1

100 — df_=0507 B D2

p=- = D3

O D4

O D5

80 O D6
60 —

Percent

Yes Mo

Aware of 5ix Inland Stockings in May

Figure 53. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2
24),3(n=29),4(n=24),5(n=22)and6(n=18)ko6 j dzSaidA2y> a! NB &2dz I ¢ N
that six (6) inland streams are stocked in May in addition to the trout stockings prior
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1 The majority of anglers from all Districts were did not know about the three southern
Indiana lakes stock with trout in October (Figge. District 5 (30.0% n = pénd
District 6 (33.3%, n = 6) anglers were most aware of these stockihgs(9, df 5, p =

0.6).
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Figure 54. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2
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1 Acaess to a reliable internetonnectionat home was dependent on which District
anglers were fromX¢ = 14.1, df = 5, p = 0.01; Fig&®). More anglers from Districts 1
and 2 (40.0%, n = 4 and 26.1%, n = 6, respectively) indicated they didvestliable
home internet access compared to anglers from other districts. Over 81% ahtiers
from Districts 3 6 said they did have relidé internetservice at home
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Figure 55. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2
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T 'y3ft SNE AYRAOIGSR
with them regarding trout & salmon informatiodd= 17.3, df = 35, p = 1.0; Figs®).
Radio, television, and Twitter were the least preferred means of communication.
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1 When asked how many years of the last five had anglers fished, responses were
inconsistent acrosmanagement districbut not significantly differen(¢=7.3, df =5 p
= 0.2, Figur&7). At least 24% of all anglers indicated that they had fished fart gach
of the last five years. Anglers from Distr2c¢36.0%, n = 9) and Distric{d®.0%, n =8
said they only fished once out of the last five years for trout. The majority of District 1
anglers indicated they fished three out of five (40.0%, ner 4ive out of five years
(40.0%, n = 4). Very few anglers from any district indicated that they had not fished for
trout at allin the last five years
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Figure 57. Relative frequency (%) by Fisheries Management District 1 (n = 10), 2
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1 Anglers irDistrict 1 (median = 12.0 days, IQR =@18.8, n = 10) and District 2 (median
= 8.0 days, IQR = 1c@0.0, n = 25) fished the greatest number of days for trout in 2016
followed byanglers irDistrict 4 (median = 5.0 days, IQR =@318.3 n = 24)District 3
(median = 3.5 days, IQR = 2.6.8, n = 30), District 5 (median = 3.0 days, IQR € 2.0
11.0, n = 2and District 6 (median = 3.0 days, IQR x&®, n = 16X*=8.3,df=5,p =

0.1; Figure 58
80 =83
df=5
p=02
60 — o o
o
E —T o]
] !
L 40 !
w 1
= 1
o 1
O |
b : o —:— [
20 - ’ ' | °
_ | .
D — R E— R T —_— R T —_l
I I I I I I
D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6

Management District

Figure 58. Median number of days anglers in Fisheries Management Districts 1 (n =
2(n=25),3(n=30),4(n=24),5(n=23)and 6 (n = 15) spent specifically targeting trout
or salmon in Indiana in 2016.



1 Rainbow Trout received substantially more targeted effort than did Brown Th\Mith
the exception of District 6, this was consistent acrosdistficts

1 Effort for Rainbow Trout was very high in District 1 (median = 100%, IQR 15D ®,
n = 9 Figure 59, District 3 (median = 100%, IQR = 801@0.0, n = 29Figure B),
District 4 (median = 90.0%, 1QR30¢ 100.0, n = 23; Figure handDistrict 5 (median
=100%, IQR = 50cA00.0, n = 19Figure 6Q In comparison, the median percentage of
time District 2 anglers targeted a Rainbow Trout was 65.0% (EQROz 100.0, n = 24;

Figure 60.
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Figure 59. Median percentage of time District 1 inland anglers spent fishing for Brov
Trout (n = 4) and Rainbow Trout (n = 9) in 2016.
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Figure 60. Median percentage of time District 2 inland anglers spent fishing for Brov
Trout (n = 14) and Rainbow Trout (n = 24) in 2016.
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Figure 61. Median percentage of time District 3 inland anglers spent fishing for Brov

Trout (n = 12) and Rainbow Trout (n = 24) in 2016.
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Figure 62. Mediapercentage of time District 4 inland anglers spent fishing for Browr

Trout (n = 13) and Rainbow Trout (n = 23) in 2016.
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Figure 63. Median percentage of time District 5 inlandlers spent fishing for Brown
Trout (n = 9) and Rainbow Trout (n = 19) in 2016.



1 District 6 anglers indicated that they spent similar amounts of time targeting Brown

Trout (median = 50.0%, IQR =5Q.62.5, n = 8) and Rainbow Trout (median = 50.0%,
IQR =50.0¢ 100.0, n = 13; Figure 4
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Figure 64. Median percentage of time District 6 inland anglers spent fishing for Brov
Trout (n = 8) and Rainbow Trout (n = 13) in&01



1 Preference to catch either Brown Trout or Rainbow Trout was not dependent on
FisleriesManagement District¢ = 20.6, df = 5, p = Q.Figures5). Howeverall of the

anglers from District 1 (100%, n = 9) selected Rainbow Trout as their preferred species
to have stockedDistrict 4 anglers indicated a slight prefaoe for Brown Trout (52.2%
n = 12) over Rainbows (47.8%, n = 11). Anglers from Districss@4;/n = 18), 3 (63.3%,

n=19),5 (54.4,n=12) and 6 (71.4%, n = 10) showed@netefor Rainbow Trout
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19 Decamber, 2016

Dear,

You are receiving this letter becaose you purchased an Indizna Trout/Salmen
stamp eatlier this vear. We appreciate your support of fishing in Indizna and value the
opinicns of our anglers.

Pericdically, i’z important to review programs to ensure they are meeting
customer needs. Angler input 1s a critical piece of any program evaluation. Whether your
trout and salmon fishing interests lie on Lake Michigan and its tributaries or with stocked
trout on inland lakes, streatns, or park ponds, we would like your input in shaping the
future of Indiana’s Trout and Salmen program.

Thiz survey has 20 gquestions and should tale approximately 10 minutes to
complete. Pleaze take some time to answer these guestions and help provide direction
for future of Indiana’s trout & salmon program. Jf is important that YOU answer the
guestions. Please do not pass this along to someone else! All answers are confidential.

Once completed, pleaze place the survey in the return envelope provided and drop
it in the mail. Alternatively. you can complete an online verzion of the survey by going
to wararindianaanglersite. You will need to enter this Access Code () to complete the
survey online. If vou have any questions regarding the survey, please contact our
Fizheries Biometrician, Matt Burlingame, at mburlingame@dnrin gov or (2607 244-
6305,

THANK YOU for your time and helping with the management of your fisheries

resources.
Sincerely,
- '.:| '-\.I
l"__,.-\_ —_ —--'L ’
# i

Jeremy Price
North Region Fisheries Supervisor
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Burlinaame, Matthew N

From: Burlingame, Matthew M

Sent: ‘Wednesday, December 21, 2016 238 PM
To:

Subject: Indiana Trout & Salmon Survey!

Dear

You are receiving this email becanse vou purchased an Indiana Trout'Samon stamp
earlier this vear. We appreciate your support of fishing in Indiana and value the opinions of our

anglers.

Periodically, it’s important to review programs to ensure they are meeting customer
needs. Angler inputis a critical piece of any program evaluation. Whether your trout and salmon
fishing interests lie with trout and salmon on Lake Michigan and its tributaries or with stocked
trout on inland lakes, streams, or park ponds, we would like vour input in shaping the future of
Indiana’s Trout and Salmon program.

Thiz survey has 20 questions and should take approximately 10 minutes to
complete. Please take some time to answer these questions and help provide direction for future
ofIndiana’s trout & salmon program. It is importavt that YOU avswer the questions. Please do
not pass this along to someone else! All answers are confidential.

To complete this online survey, please navigate to wwwindianaanglersite. You will need
to enter this Access Code <2234> in order for your results to be submitted. If vou have any

questions regarding the survey, please contact our Fisheries Biometrician, Matt Burlingame, at
mbutlingame@dnrin.gov or (260) 982 6805.

THANK YOU for vour time and helping with the management of vour fisheries
resources.

Sincerdy,

Jeremy Price
North Region Fisheries Supervisor

Mait Burlingam e
Fisheries Biom etrician
Northeast Regional Office
1353 5 Governors Drive
Columbia City, IN 46725
(260) 244-6805
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I]lz:rlnd'l:n: Argler,

Last week you received & letter and survey pertaining to Indiana's
Trout and Zalmon Pragram.

If wou have already mailed the surv=y back, THANEK YOU very much
for your participation. f you have not yet done this, pleass take a
couple minutes to complete and return the sureey. We values your
opinions and your feedback is important.

We appreciate your support of fishing in Indianat

Sincerely, r

leremy Price

Maorth Region Fisheries Supervisor RS DR TR
Indiama Division aof Fish & Wildlife NS AN
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Burlinaame, Matthew N

Friom: Burlingame, Matthew N

Sent: Thursday, December 29, 2016 243 AM
To:

Subject: IM Trout/Salmon Survey!!

Dear Kavin,

Last week you received an email pertaining to Indiana’s Trout and Salmon Program. | was asking you to please take
some time and complete the short survey we are conducting.

If you have already been to www.indianaangler site and completed the survey, THANK YOU very much for your
participation. Ifyou have not yet done this, please take a couple minutes to go to the website and take the survey. Your
Access Code is<1546>. It's only 20 guestions and will only take about 10 minutes of yourtime. We really do value your
opinions. Your feedback is important! If you have any questions please contact our Fisheries Biometrician, Matt
Burlingame, at mburlingame@dnr.in.gov or 260,244 6805 | appreciate your support of fishing in Indianal

Sincerely,

Jeramy Price

Morth Region Fisheries Supervisor

Indiana Division of Fish & Wildlife

Matt Burlingame
Fisheries Biometrician
Mortheast Regional Office
1353 5. Governors Drive
Columbia City, IN 46725
[260) 244-6805
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17 Tanuvary, 2017
Diear Heather,

About three weeks age [ wrote vou seeking vour thoughts on frout and salmon fishing m Indiana, Az of
today we have not vet recerved vour completed survey. We have undertaken thiz study because of the belief that
anglers play an mmportant rele in fish management. We believe our findingz will offer the Divizion of Fizh and
Wildlife, anglers, and the public important meights mto our Tront & Salmon Program a= the Division moves
forward.

Tour name was one of only 1,300 names randomby drawn from over 27,000 anglers who purchased 2
Trout & Salmon Stamp m 2016, Conzequantly, we need everyone who raceives this survey to fell us about their
fizhing experiences this past vear. Even if vou only went trout fishing once — or not at all — that information 1s
needed. Your participation 15 mmportant to our project and the future of trout and salmen fishing m Indiana.

Plaaze take zome times to answer thess questions and help provide direction for foture of Indiana’s trout &
salmon program. It will only take vou a few mumates. It iz importan thar YOU annwer the guastions. Pleace do
not pass thiz along o someone elze! All anzwers are confidentizl.

Onece completed, pleaze place the survey in the retwm smvalope provided and drop it mn the mail
Alternatively, you can complate an onlms version of the survey by going to woww. indianaansler aite. You will
need to enter this Access Cods (1013) to complete the survey online. If vou have any guestions regarding the
survey, pleaze contact our Fisheries Biometrician, Matt Burlingames, at mbutdingame@dnrin gov or (2607 144-
203

THANE YOU for vour time and halping with the managemeant of vour fisheries rasources.

Smearely,

-
#

Jeremy Price
Horth Eegion Fishenss Supervizor

77



Burlinaame, Matthew N

From: Burlingame, Matthew M

Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2017 1030 AM
To:

Subject: Trout/Salmon - Last Chance!

Dear Jeffrey,

About three weeks ago [ emailed vou seeking vour thoughts on trout and salmonfishingin Indiana As
of today we have not vet received vour completed survey. We have undertaken this study because of the belief
that anglers play an important role infish management We believe owr findings will offer the Division of Fish
and Wildlife, anglers, and the public im portant insights into owr Trout & Salmon Program as the Division
moves forward.

Y our name was one of only 1,300 names randomly drasn from over 27,000 anglers who purchased a
Trout & Salmon Stampin 2016. Consequently, we need everyone who receives this survey to tell us sbout their
fishing experiences this past yvear. Even if vou only went trout fishing once — or not at all — that informati on is
needed Youwr participationisimportant to owr project and the fiture of rout and salmon fishingin Indiana

Please take som e time to answer these questions and help provide direction for future of Indiana’ s trout &
salmon program . It will only take you a few mimites. J¢ is fmporioe that YOU oewer the guestiors. Please do
mot pass this along to someore else! All answers are confidertial.

To complete the survey please zo o www.indianaansler. site. You will need to enter this Access Code
(1011) to complete the survey online. Itisimperative that youuse this Access Code. If you don’t youresponses
will not be counted There is only a week left to participate!

If vou have any questions regarding the survey, please comtact our Fisheries Biometrician, Matt
Burlingame, at mbwlingam e @ dorin gov or (260) 244-6803.

THANKE YOU for vour ime and helpinz with the managem ent of your fisheries resources.

Sincerely,

Jeremy Price
NorthEeglon Fisheries Superisor

Matt Burlingame
Fisheries Biom etrician
Northeast Regional Office
1353 5 Governors Drive
Columbia City, IN 46725
(260) 244-6805
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